
Design Review Board Minutes
Thursday, April 16, 2020

Summerville Municipal Complex –Annex Building Training Room

Members Present:
Bill Beauchene
Chris Karpus 
Chris Campeau 
Carolyn Rogerson
Michael Gregor
Hart Weatherford

Staff Present:
Tim Macholl, Zoning Administrator
Jessi Shuler, Director of Planning
Bonnie Miley, Assistant Town Engineer
Rich Palmer, Building Official

Items on the agenda:
OLD BUSINESS:
1. Trolley Road Apartments – Review of proposed façade changes (UC-MX)
2. Parker’s Kitchen – Development of a new gas station at Ladson Road and Limehouse Drive (UC-MX)
3. N. Cedar St. Offices – Development of a new 10,000 sf office building at 204 N Cedar St (D-MX)

NEW BUSINESS:
1. 106 Boone Street – Emanuel Baptist Church new sanctuary (N-R)
2. 201 W. 9th North Street – Village at Summerville Community 24 Bed Memory Care Facility (PUD)
3. 710 N Main Street – Exterior Renovations of the existing building for a new Salon (UC-MX)
4. Gahagan and Garbon – Proposed townhome development on 2.15 acres (N-R)

MISCELLANEOUS:
1. None

The meeting was called to order at 4:04 pm by the Chairman. 

Mr. Campeau asked for consideration of the February 20, 2020 meeting minutes. Ms. Rogerson made a motion for approval of the 
minutes as presented and Mr. Karpus seconded. The motion carried 6-0. 

OLD BUSINESS
1. Trolley Road Apartments – The first item under Old Business was a request for Final Approval for proposed elevation 
changes to the previously approved apartment development on Old Trolley Road. Mr. Macholl detailed the staff comments. Mr. 
Sheldon Lovelace explained the situation to the board, and that the developer was looking to change the aesthetic and colors of the 
previously approved buildings. They are wanting to go in a much more low country design. The buildings will still have fiber cement 
siding, with a mix of lap siding and board and baton styles. Awnings have been added to the buildings. The colors are proposed to 
change from the tan and red brick to more grays and lighter trim with black railings. The amenity structures did not change 
architecturally. Mr. Lovelace showed the new colors on the materials sheet. Mr. Campeau asked about any changes to the scale 
and massing of the residential buildings. Mr. Lovelace explained that the base building would stay the same with mostly accents 
being added to make them look more “low country”. Ms. Rogerson asked about the color of the brick. Mr. Lovelace explained it was 
a red brick with lighter highlights. Mr. Will Rogan of Cypress Engineering explained that the aesthetic changes stem from wanting to 
reproduce a successful location in Savannah.  Mr. Karpus pointed out that the clubhouse has two different roofing materials. Mr. 
Macholl explained that it had been previously approved. Mr. Karpus stated that they should choose one roof material or the other, 
the mix distracts from the aesthetics. Mr. Campeau suggested a metal roof for the entire amenity center building. He also asked if 
the board would want to see a test panel on site. The board indicated that they would.

Mr. Karpus made a motion for Final Approval with the condition that a test panel be approved on site and the amenity center have a 
full metal roof. The motion was seconded by Ms. Rogerson. The motion passed unanimously 6-0.
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2. Parker’s Kitchen – The second item under Old Business was a request for Preliminary Approval of a proposed Parkers 
Kitchen to be located at the corner of Ladson Road and Limehouse Drive. Mr. Macholl introduced the project. Mr.  Thomas Mathews 
of Parker’s explained that this new plan reflects the changes implemented by the UDO. He also explained that the TIA forced the 
plan to remove the full access and the Right-in/Right-out changed to a double stack. Because of this change in layout they were 
able to change the plan and produce an outparcel fronting on Ladson Road. He continued to explain that the proposed building is 
not the same that was previously approved at Central and Orangeburg, but a new hybrid design incorporating the best elements of 
that building and others. Building materials would be the same with the brick and metal roof and brackets. They would also include 
a pergola at the front of the building. Mr. Campeau asked about the landscape plan. Mr. Mathews explained they had not made the 
revisions to that plan to meet the submittal deadline. Ms. Miley addressed a question concerning the access to the site from 
Ladson, explaining that the previous plan had the full access drive lined up with the street on the other side. With the change to the 
Right-in/Right-out the access shifted over to reduce the amount of road work on Ladson. Mr. Simmons of Freeland and Kaufman 
informed the board that it met the Arms Manual and that the shift helps prevent the use of the Right-in/Right-out as a full access, 
making it safer. Mr. Campeau asked about the stormwater facility. Mr. Simmons explained that it is designed for lots 1 and 2. Lot 3 
will have its own detention. Mr. Weatherford asked about cross access and shared detention. Mr. Macholl explained that the UDO 
requires cross access be granted. Parkers was directed to make sure that sidewalk be added to the frontages being developed. 
Specifically along Limehouse Drive. Mr. Campeau addressed the landscaping and that he felt it was barely meeting the code 
minimum. He suggested looking at the design of the building and trying to coordinate the landscaping materials and locations with 
the layout of the building to get a cohesive plan.

Moving on to the architecture of the building. Mr. Mathews said that this is a new design for the area and that they looked at 
southern vernacular architecture and tried to make the building more historic. He pointed out the cotton wood brick, niches, and 
central hipped roof. Mr. Beauchene suggested adding brackets to the gas canopy, each column on all four sides. Mr. Campeau 
agreed, he felt that the gas canopy was not integrated into the design of the campus. Mr. Karpus asked about the detail above the 
windows. Mr. Mathews explained that it is actually like a pierced brick wall, there is a void and painted CMU behind to provide 
shadow and depth to the façade. Mr. Campeau requested that all roof top mechanicals be fully screened.

Mr. Beauchene made a motion for Preliminary Approval with comments noted. The motion was seconded by Ms. Rogerson. The 
motion passed unanimously 6-0.

3. N. Cedar St. Offices – The Third item under Old Business is a request for Final Approval of a proposed two story office 
building to be located at 204 N Cedar Street. Mr. Tom Wingard of Pendium group presented the plans to the board, showing the 
previous plan and how it had changed trying to incorporate the UDO requirements to bring the building closer to the street. He 
stated that the design intent was to try to fit into the area, the Crescom Bank next door and Five Loaves a couple lots over both 
have a residential look and he wanted the building to fit into the street scape. Mr. Wingard explained he had leased a tenant space 
on the first floor and that the tenant would have 9 staff and approximately 12 patients at a time resulting in the need for the parking 
shown on the plan. Mr. Campeau suggested that the design was too residential in nature based on the mass and scale of the 
building, and that the UDO was actually trying to bring a more commercial urban style to this corridor. Mr. Karpus expressed a 
concern that the plan for the building was not executing well at being residential or commercial. Ms. Rogerson stated that she felt 
that the building should be in-line with the bank next door. Ms. Shuler explained that the intent is for a conversion going forward to a 
more urban “downtown” style. She continued to explain that there is some leeway on the setback for infill development which this 
development would be. Mr. Campeau told the applicant that he felt that the CPW building really set the tone for the corridor and that 
he felt that this building should be in-line with the tone set across the street. The board discussed whether the design should be 
more commercial in style. The Board concluded that the building should be closer to the street and because of that it needs to look 
more commercial than residential. The mass and scale of the building really demands that the design be more commercial and 
downtown oriented. The layout of the parking lot was discussed, they suggested that the island needs more width to give planting 
area. Mr. Macholl addressed the staff concerns with the parking lot layout.

Mr. Beauchene made a motion to Deny Preliminary Approval. The motion was seconded by Mr. Gregor. The motion passed 
unanimously 6-0.

The Board decided to take a 10 minute break at this time.
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NEW BUSINESS
1. 106 Boone Street – The first item under New Business was a request for Preliminary Approval for a new Church 
Sanctuary located at 106 Boone Street by Emmanuel Baptist Church. Mr. Macholl explained staff comments regarding the 
proposed plan. Mr. Robert Davis and Pastor JT Miller discussed the project with the Board. Mr. Davis explained that they have 
started moving forward with the project. There is an existing drainage easement and power lines running through the middle of the 
property that had to be relocated. The 36” tree had already been reviewed and a tree permit issued for that removal. Mr. Campeau 
pointed out that the last Handicap parking space needs more maneuvering space to allow vehicles to get in and out. 

Comments on the building were requested. Mr. Davis addressed some of the design elements. He explained that there would be a 
metal roof, brick veneer, and storefront style windows. He explained that this is a pre-engineered metal building which is wrapped in 
brick. The board discussed the brick and style of the building. The general consensus was that the building design was generally 
good, but that some detail was missing on the building. The board suggested adding some masonry details, a water table, and 
soldier course. It was also suggested that the roof is lacking an overhang. Pastor JT expressed a concern about the proposed 
design upgrades. He shared that while the congregation is growing the budget is limited and he is concerned that these details may 
drive the project outside of the budget. Concerns about schedule are problematic at this point. Mr. Gregor and Mr. Campeau both 
felt that the design overall is pretty good but they are at a preliminary stage versus final. The size of the proposed steeple also was 
a concern from the board. The Board discussed the concern about the size of the steeple in relation to the size of the building. Mr. 
Beauchene suggested that the church can plan for the steeple to be done later, but focus on getting the building done. Suggestions 
for the building included a couple of course wide soldier course to break up the façade and make the windows appear better sized 
for the façade. Ms. Shuler suggested that it is  possible to separate the site and architecture approvals if the Board wanted to 
proceed in that manner. Mr. Campeau and Mr. Beauchene discussed the proposed roof overhang and it was agreed that a 24” 
overhang would result in the look based on the scale of the building. 

Mr. Gregor made a motion for Preliminary Approval with comments noted. There was no second, so Mr. Gregor amended his 
motion. The amended motion is for Final Site Approval with the condition that the architecture be brought back to the Board for 
Approval. The motion was seconded by Ms. Rogerson. The motion passed unanimously 6-0.

2. 201 W. 9th North Street – The second item under New Business was a request for Preliminary Approval for a proposed 24 
bed memory care facility to be located on the Village at Summerville. Mr. Will Rogan and Mr. Scott Hendrix explained the project. 
Mr. Rogan explained that the proposed location is where an older building had recently been demolished. The site is approximately 
1.5 acres, the building is a single story 24 bed facility with a courtyard. It is located on the loop road through the campus and they 
are proposing a dozen parking spaces for potential visitors. Mr. Hendrix pointed out that it would be a fully enclosed courtyard, and 
that the facility would be located and connected to the existing internal sidewalks. The board asked how big the facility would be. It 
was explained to be about 16,000 square feet, with 24 beds and accessory living spaces. Mr. Hendrix explained that the design 
was taken from other buildings on the campus. The design includes a red brick water table, gray siding above, architectural 
shingles, and metal roof accents on the canopies. There is a mechanical well on the rear facing side of the roof which will screen 
the roof top mechanicals. The design includes a heavy timber element at the front door. The building will be served by the large 
main kitchen within the campus. Windows are intended to be black framed store front fixed windows. Ms. Rogerson asked how the 
design fits into the campus. Mr. Hendrix explained that the majority of the campus was built in the 1960’s except for the Skilled 
Nursing center, the intent was to draw some from the majority of the campus and some from the new facility across the street and 
bring them together. Mr. Karpus asked about the different roofing materials. Discussion concerning the front door location and 
whether the timber framing was a heavy enough accent to draw the away from the brick on the façade. Mr. Hendrix explained that 
the vertical brick detail is actually being pulled from the Columbia Campus and that they were hoping to implement a connecting 
design element between the campuses. Mr. Campeau suggested that because the tall brick element lines up with the road 
intersection, that it becomes the focal point more than the timber framing. Mr. Rogan explained that moving the building was not 
possible because of the location of existing walkways and utilities throughout the campus. It was suggested that this particular 
façade may want to be restudied to see if the focus can be put on the main door. Mr. Beauchene pointed out that all of the parking 
is actually located right in front of the door which would relieve any confusion.

Mr. Beauchene made a motion for Final Approval with comments noted. The motion was seconded by Mr. Gregor. The motion 
passed 5-1, with Ms. Rogerson voting against.
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3. 710 N Main Street – The third item under New Business was a request for Final Approval for the proposed exterior 
renovations to the existing building located at 710 N. Main Street. Mr. Tranh Vu was in attendance to address the project. Mr. 
Macholl addressed staff comments. Mr. Vu explained that he had received the comments and that he had addressed the comments 
received from staff at TRC. He indicated that he was still working with Wendy’s about a possible connection to the rear, the front 
had been revised with those parking spaces removed, and he had shown the connection to the existing sidewalk on Main Street. 
He explained that the design of the building was informed by the neighboring buildings which are Taco Bell and Wendy’s, both have 
a very square façade and a parapet wall. The color scheme would be similar to the Taco Bell. Mr. Campeau expressed a concern 
that the applicant had requested Final Approval but the documents submitted were more conceptual in nature. Mr. Vu pointed out 
that there are no major structural changes and that the only new elements are the parapet wall and the front porch. Mr. Campeau 
asked how cars can pull through the carport with the existing stairs in the drive aisle. Mr. Vu explained that they will be removed 
giving the necessary space to maneuver. The board felt that the changes specifically the parapet wall were out of place for the style 
of building. Mr. Vu explained that he was going for a more commercial look, and that he wanted to fit in better with the neighbors on 
either side. Ms. Rogerson suggested a gable end roof over the porch. Mr. Beauchene suggested that professionally done 
architectural drawings would be best. The board felt that the plans were not adequate for Final Approval. Mr. Karpus told the 
applicant that while he appreciated the documents submitted,  and the attempt to blend with the neighbors, he felt that the applicant 
should embrace the existing cottage style. He felt that a low slung flat roof coming off the slope of the existing building covering the 
proposed porch, embracing the residential style of the building, would be best for this style building. He also suggested that the 
windows shown in the drawing don’t match the style of building and that more technical drawings would be required. Mr. Vu 
addressed the comment saying that he was waiting for more technical drawings until after receiving approval on the design. The 
Board suggested removing the parapet wall, reshingling the roof, painting, and building a more “low country” porch. Mr. Gregor 
suggested looking at the other two cottage style buildings that had been repurposed for commercial uses across the street.

Mr. Gregor made a motion to Deny Final Approval. The motion was seconded by Ms. Rogerson. The motion passed unanimously 
6-0.

4. Gahagan and Garbon – The fourth item under New Business was a request for Preliminary Approval of a proposed 
Townhouse development to be located at the corner of Gahagan Road and Garbon Street. Mr. Elliott Locklair was in attendance to 
discuss the project. Mr. Macholl introduced the project. Mr. Locklair explained the project  and that due to the shape constraints, the 
new zoning requirements, and the size of the property it was a very difficult plan. He explained that to meet the lot coverage 
requirements about 9-10 of the proposed parking spaces will be pervious pavers. The addition of the ribbon curb, requested by 
staff, will not change the impervious surface. Wheel stops are shown due to the flush sidewalks. The plan is for the townhomes to 
be individually owned. At this time the amenities for the development have not yet been fully discussed. Benches and bike racks 
are possible. Six foot deep porches will be added to the design. He felt that they could easily provide the requested 15 foot 
easement spacing between the buildings as requested by Public Works Staff. Mr. Locklair explained that all of the units front a 
public street, either Gahagan or Garbon, with the required parking behind the buildings. Mr. Fabrizio explained that all proposed 
landscaping and mechanicals would be on the front of the building and the mechanicals to the rear not encroaching into the 
requested easement. 

The Board discussed the architecture of the buildings. Mr. Fabrizio explained that the porch expansion would be easy to complete. 
The proposed shutters would be removed, because at this price point operable shutters are not an option. This is intended to be a 
more affordable community, but with all exterior maintenance done by the HOA. Mr. Campeau asked about the siding material. Mr. 
Fabrizio explained that it was intended to be a vinyl material. Ms. Shuler pointed out that siding material can be approved by staff. 
Mr. Karpus liked the style of the individual townhomes, but felt that they looked “slapped together” and lacked a cohesive design. 
Mr. Fabrizio shared an image of previous townhomes done by his company. Mr. Campeau asked if the design met the UDO 
requirements. Mr. Macholl confirmed that the design met the requirement for a mix of materials. Architectural shingles were 
requested. The proposed colors for the buildings was described as similar to the pictures of the prior development. 

Ms. Rogerson made a motion for Final Approval with comments noted, specifically the upgraded siding and architectural shingles. 
The motion was seconded by Mr. Gregor. The motion passed unanimously 5-0.

MISCELLANEOUS:
There were no items under miscellaneous.



5

ADJOURN:
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:04 PM on a motion by Mr. Karpus and a second by Ms. Rogerson. 
The motion passed unanimously.

Respectfully Submitted, Date:  ________________ 

Tim Macholl
Zoning Administrator

Approved: Chris Campeau, Chairman _____________________________________; or,

Michael Gregor, Vice Chairman ______________________________________






